
I 1156 SW 15thApt#91~1 ,Yukon, OK 73099-6914 

November 1,2005 1:45 PM 

453 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Inhofe: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF F&.Co.alition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will mi more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continFe to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FC6 on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work aqd I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter . .. . ,  

Sincerely. 
1 , .. . . , I  

' _  . ,  
, ' ,  '. , _  

I ;  
Teresa Allen 

cc: 

, ,  
The Federal Communications Commission 

. ~, 

, .  . .  

. .  
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Theodore JOHNSON 

JAN 2 5 2006 
FCC - MAILROOM 

November 1,2005 1 :38 PM 

Senator Thomas Carper 
US. Senate 
5 13 Hart Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Carper: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you h o w ,  USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecesswy. In addition, it would have'a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look fornard to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Theodore JOHNSON 
, ~ . .  : .  , .  , . ,  . ,  , . , , .  . 

. .  , ,  . ,  . . . / , j  , . CC: 
The Federal CpmtmicationsEommission , , ., ' ,  I . ,  , ., . . 
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Paul Marshall 

November 1.2005 5:30 PM 

JAN 2 5 Xlo6 

FCC - MA~LROOM, 

Senator Barack Obama 
U.S. Senate 
713 Hart Senate Off ice Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Obama: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position t o  change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to  a monthly f la t  fee. Many of  your constituents, including 
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. I f  
the FCC changes that system t o  a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month 
of  long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes o f  long distance a 

month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for  doing SO. 

A f la t  fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepoid wireless users, senior 
citizens and law-income residential and rural consumers, t o  give up their phones due t o  unaffordable monthly 
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume t o  low-volume users is 
radical and unnecessary. I n  addition, it would have a highly detrimental e f fect  on small businesses a11 across 
America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, o f  which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to  date information on their website, including links to  FCC information. While I am aware 
that federal law does not require companies to  recover, or "pass along" these fees to  their customers, the 
reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. I f  the FCC goes to  a numbers 
taxed, my service wil l  cost more. And according to  the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the 
FCC has plans t o  change t o  a f la t  fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue t o  monitor developments on the issue and continue to  spread the word to  my community. I 
request you pass along my concerns t o  the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a f la t  fee tax could 
disproportionately a f fect  those in your constituency. 

Thank you for  your continued work and I look forward to  hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Paul Marshall 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 



500 N. Avenue D ,Kermit, TX 79745 

November 1,2005 1:40 PM 

Representative Mike Conaway 
U.S. House of Representative 
5 11 Cannon House Ofice Bldg. 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Representative Conaway: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me; 
my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and 
unnecessary. In addition, it wouid have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that 
they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service 
will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to 
change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 
, . .: 

Dixie Randolph . .  , .  
, ,  . 'r: . . .  

.. i '  ,,. , . .  cc: 
The Federal Communications Commissib6 , .  
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I 
November 2,2005 12:22 'PM 

Senator patty Murray 
U S .  Senale 
173 Russell SenateOfficeBuilding 
Washington. 'BC20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-Stateloint Board on Universal Service CCWoeket 96-45 

'Bear Senator Murray: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (fa position to change the Universal 
Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, family 
and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

.Rs you know, US'P is currently collected on a revenue basis. people who use mora pay more into the system. If the 
FCCchanges that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resource8 wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

fl flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like sludents, prepaid wirelgss users, senior citizen8 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting thu  funding burden of the U S f  from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In 
addition, i t  would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses a11 across 'Pmerica. 
The Keep US5Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the US'P issue with monthly newsletters 
and up to date information on their website, including links to TCCinformation. While I am aware that federal law does 
not require companies to recover, or "pass along" thwe fee% to their customers, the reality is that lhey do. 'Ps a 
consumer I would like ensuru I am charged fairly. If the FCCgom lo a numbers taxed, m y  service will cost more. d n d  
according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top SCC officials, the FCChas plans to change to a flat fee system 
soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor deveiopmenls on Ihe issue and conlinue to spread Ihe word to m y  communily. I request you 
pass along m y  concerns to the 'PCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately affect 
those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

&neerely, 

Peggy Kennedy 

cc:, 
n e  ~ederal  Cbmmunications Commission 

, .  . .  
, I ,  , .  1 ' 
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Senator Russell Feeingold 
US. Senate 
506 'tiart Senate Office Building 
Washington, 9C 20510-0001 

Subject: Rp: Federal-State joint Board on Universal Service CC9oeket 96-45 

9ear Senator Feingold 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCQ position to change the Universal 
Service Fund (USR collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituenls, including me, m y  friends, family 
and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the SCC. 

fls you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCCchanges that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uaw one thousand minutes a month of long 
distanoe, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Cbnstiiuents who use their limited resources wisely should not he penalized Jor doing so. 

fl flat fee tax could cause many iow-volume long distance users. like students, prepaid wireless users. senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers. to give up their phone8 due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting Ihefunding burden of the USFfrom high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In 
addition, i t  would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across flmerica. 
The Keep US5 Fair Cbalition, of which I am a member, keeps ma informed about the USf issue with monthly newsletters 
and up io date information on their website, including links to FCCinformation. While I am aware that federal law does 
not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers. the reality is that they do. fls a 
consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If IheFCCgoes to a numbers taxed, m y  service will cost more. flnd 
according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top SCCofficials, the FCChas plans to change to a flat fee system 
soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request you 
pass along m y  concerns to the SCCon m y  behalf, lettins them know how 8 flat fee tax could disproportionately aJJee1 
those in your constituency. 

'Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

iewmetme~ 
ce: . .  
The Federal Communications Commission 



Judy Nolli 

67 Clak Rd. , Pittstield, MA 01201 

November 2,2005 8 2 4  AM 

i JAN 2 5 2096 

FCC - MAILROOM 

Senator !idwad Kennedy 
[J.S. Scuate 
315 Russell Senatc Oflice Building 
Wasliiugton, 1)C 20510-0001 

Suhjert: Re: Federal-StateJoint Road on Universal Service CC Dorket 96-45 

Dear Scnator Keuuedy: 

1 lrave serious colicenis rcgudiug tlie Federal Communications Commissions' (YCC) position to change the lriuversal 
Scwirc Fund KJSF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, m y  friends, 
family and neighbors, will bc negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, llSF is currently rollerted on a revenue basis. People wlio use more pay more into the system. If  the 
FCC changes tliat systcm to a llat fee, that meais that someone wlio uses onc Uiousand minutes a mouth of loug 
ilist;uicc, pays the same amouil into tlie fuud as someoue who uses zero minutes of long distance a montli. 
Coiistitueuts wlio use their limited resources wisely sliould nul be penalized for doing so. 

A kat fee lax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-inrome residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnercssay. 
In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep IlSF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the IISF issue with monthly 
ucwslettcrs and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
fcdcral law docs uot require companies to recover, or "pass along" thcsc fees to their customers, the reality is that they 
do. As a consumer I would like eusure I am cliarged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost 
more. h i d  arrording to tlie Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat 
fee systcm soon and without legislation. 

I wil l  continue to monitor developmeiits on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to tlie FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

SllX crcly, 

Judy Nolli 
> ,  . 

, .  
. , / ,  , . .  . cc: 

The Fe'edcd Communications tommission, 
, , , .  , 



'+)awn atrosko 

Po Box 19, Tlrmbrust, pd15616 

November 2,2005 2:54 TIM 

henator flrlen Specter 
U.S. Senate 
7 l I  nart Senate OfficeBuilding 
Washington, 9C 20510-0o01 

Subject: Re: Federal-Stale Joint Board on Universal Service CCVocket 96-45 

9ear Senator Specter: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCQ position to change the Universal 
Service Sund (U8.F) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents. including me, m y  friends, family 
and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the PCC. 

fls you know, USS is currently collected on a revenue basis. people who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that sys lem to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should no1 be penalized for doing so. 

fl flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, lo give up their phonea due lo unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USPfrom high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In 
addition, It would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across fimerica. 
'The Rzep USP Fair Chalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USP issue with monthly newsletters 
and up to date information on their website, ineluding l i n k  to PCC information. While I am aware that federal law does 
not require companies lo recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers. the reality is that they do. fls a 
consumer I would iike ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCCgoes to a numbers taxed, m y  service will cost more. flnd 
according to the Galition's recent meelins?a with too FCCofficiala. the FCC has olans to change to a flat fee suslem 

I - 
soon and without legislation. 

I willcohlinue to monitor develophenls on the issue and Continue to spread the word lo m y  community. I requesl you 
pass along m y  concerns to the PCCon m y  behalf, letting them know how a flat fee lax could disproportionately affect 
those in your eonstitueney. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward lo hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

9awn Strosko 

cc: 
'The Fsderal Communications Cammission 

I 

, .  . ~ .  
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Deme Olsen 

November 2,2005 7:41 AM 

JAN 2 5 zoo6 
ccc - MAILROOM 

Represcntative Ron Kind 
1 J.S. House of Represcutatives 
1406 Longwolth House Office Budding 
Washington, DC 20515-0001 

Suhlcrt: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal SeMcc CC Dorket 96-45 

Dear Kcpresentative Kind: 

I have sciious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to ctmMe the liuiversal 
Seivire Fund (USk> couertion method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, inrluding me, my friends, 
finily and neighhors, will he negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is cumently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distanre, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes ofloug distance a month. 
Constituencs who use their limited resources uiscly should not he penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior ritizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases ou 
their hills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. 
In addition, it w,~uld have 8 highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed ahout the TJSF issue with monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their wehsite, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that 
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reahty is that they 
do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my senice will cost 
morc. And according to the Coalition's recent meetlngs with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat 
fee systcm soon aud without legislatiox 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue &d continue to spread the word to my community. I request 
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee ku could disproportionately 
affect those in your constituency. 

Thauk you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing ahout your'position'on this matter. 

Sqrerely, 
. .  

De& ,olsen ,. . .  .; I 

' ,  , 
, .  .,.. , , , ,  ~ , 

rr: 
1 he Fcdcral Coiumuniratious Commksion _ _  

, , , , 



1 JAN 2 5 2006 I 
John Otupak I 
226 Qidge Qd . lonestown, Pfl17038 vb - MAILnUdM 

November 2.2005 430 TIM 

Senator flrlen 8pecter 
U S .  Senale 
7li narl Genate Office Building 
Washington. 9C 20510-0001 

Gubject: Q.c Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC'Boeket96-45 

'Bear Senator 8peeter: 

I have serious eoneerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCQ position to change the Universal 
Serviee Fund (USf) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents. ineluding me, m y  friends. family 
and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair ehange proposed by the F a .  

fls you know. U 8 F  is currently eolleeted on a revenue basis. People who use more pay mora into the system. IJ the 
FCC changes that system lo a flat fea that means that someone who uses one Ihousand minutes B month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited r@ourees wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

TI flat fee tax eould cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due lo unaffordable monthly inereas@ on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the U8P from high volume to low-volume users is radieal and unnecessary. In 
addition, i t  would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across Tlmariea. 
The Heep UGP Pair Coalition, of whieh 1 am a member. keeps me informed about the UGF issue with monthly newsletters 
and up to date information on their website, including links to TCCinformation. While lam aware that federal law does 
not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is thal they do. 14s a 
consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, m y  service will cost more. flnd 
according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCCoffieials, the FCChas plans to change to a flat fee system 
soon and withoil! legislation. 

I wili eontinue to monitor developmenls on the issue and eontinue to spread the word to m y  eommunity. I requesl you 
pass along m y  concerns to the FCCon m y  behalf, letling them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately sffeet 
those in your eonstituency 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

John Stupak 

ce: 
The Federal Communications Commission 

, 
I ,  
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JAN 9 5 
Patrick Culligan 

PO Box 595 31 Washington, round lake, NY 12151-0595 

November 1. 2005 5:41 PM 

Senator Hillary Clinton 
US.  Senate 
476 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45 

Dear Senator Clinton: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position t o  change the 
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly f lat  fee. Many of your constituents, including 
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. I f  
the FCC changes that system t o  a f la t  fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month 
of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes o f  long distance a 
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing SO. 

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior 
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, t o  give up their phones due t o  unaffordable monthly 
increases an their bills. Shifting the funding burden o f  the USF from high volume t o  low-volume users is 
radical and unnecessary. I n  addition, it would have a highly detrimental e f fect  on small businesses all across 
America. 
The Keep USF Fair Coalition, o f  which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue wi th  monthly 
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware 
that federal law does not require companies t o  recover, o r  "pass along" these fees t o  their customers, the 
reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. I f  the FCC goes t o  a numbers 
taxed, my service will cost more. And according t o  the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCCofficials, the 
FCC has plans t o  change t o  a f lat fee system soon and without legislation. 

I will continue t o  monitor developments on the issue and continue t o  spread the word t o  my community. I 
request you pass along my concerns t o  the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a f lat  fee tax could 
disproportionately af fect  those in your constituency. 

Thank you f o r  your continued work and I look forward t o  hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Patrick Culligon 

cc: 
The Federal Communications Commission 



I 
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e M  Jeanette Martelle 
708 Bog Qoad , Slermon, Ma\e 04401 

November 2.2005 e48 Wl 

Senator Susan Cbllins 
U.S. Senate 
461 9irksen Senate OffieeBuilding 
Washington, 9C20510-0001 

Subject: %: Federal-Ststeloint Board on Universal &mice CC9ocket 96-45 

'Wear Senator Collins: 

I have 8erious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (fa position to change the Universal 
Service Fund (USV collection melhod to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, m y  friends, family 
and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

fls you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. people who use more pay more into the system. If the 
F%Cchanges that system to a flat fee, that means thal someone who uses one thousand minut@ a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long dislance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

fl flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up lheir phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
lheir bills. Shifling the funding burden of the UGFfrom high volume to low-volume users is radicai and unneeasary. In 
addition, i l  would have a highly delrimental effect on small businesses all across flmerica. 
The Keep U 8  fair Coalition. of Which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USTissue with monthly newsletters 
and up to date information on lheir Website, ineluding links to fCCinformation. While I am aware that federal iaw does 
not require eompanies to recover. or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the reality is that they do. fls a 
consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCCgoes lo a numbers taxed, m y  service will cost more. flnd 
according to the Coalition's recent meetings with lop FEofficials. the fCChas plans to change to a flat fee system 
Soon and without legislation. 

iihl continua to monilor davelopmenls on the issue and continue lo spread the word to m y  community. I request you 
pass along m y  concerns to the FCC on m y  behalf. letting them know how a flat fee lw eould disproportionately affect 
those in your e,onsiituency. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this malter. 

Sincerely. 

J'28nette Martelle , ,, 

ec: . ,  
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federal Cbmmunicalions Commission 
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Alice Campbell 
200 N. Beech Ave , Highland Springs, VA 23075 I FCC - bh"- 

November 2, 2005 7:09 AM 

Scmlor George Allen 
(1,s. Senate 
204 Russell Senate OUicc Building 
Wasliiiigton, DC 20510-0001 

Subject: ne: Federal-State Joint B o d  on ~luivcrsal Service CC Docket 96-45 

lkar Sciiator Nleii: 

I Iiavc serious coucenis regarding ttic Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) positioii to cliange the Universal 
Senice Fund (USD collectioii method to a monthly llat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends, 
family arid neighbors, will he negatively imparted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

As you know, LJSF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People wlio use more pay more into the system. 
I'CC clianges thal system to a flat fee, that means that someom who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someoue who uses zero minutes of long distance a mouth. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should iiot be penalized for doing so. 

A flat fee tw could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and nual consumers, to give up their phones due to urialfordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the fuuding burden of the USF from hi& volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. 
hi addition, it would have a highly de@nentd effect on small businesses all across America. 
The Keep lJSF Fair Codtion, of'which 1 am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly 
iiewsletters and up to date information on heir website, including links to FCC information. While I a m  aware that 
federal law does iiot require companies to recover, or 'pass along" these fees Lo their customers, the rcality is that they 
do. As a consumer I would like ensure 1 a m  charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cos1 
more. And accorduG to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat 
fee systcm soon and williout legdation. 

I will continue to monitor developmeiits on the issue and continue to spread ltie word to my communi@'. 1 request 
you pass along my coticeins to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately 
allecl those in your constituency. 

Tliaiik you for your continued work and I look fornard to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Alice C;unpbcll 

If the 

, ,  , .  c c  
UIC Fcdcderd ~ommunicatioiis Commissior! . , .. 
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1 JAN 2 5 2006 I 
Nick G I 
143 M. Main St, Warsaw, MY 14569 I I--- 

November 2.2005 1239 flM 

Senator llillary Clinton 
U.S. Senate 
476 Russell Senate Officeljuiiding 
Washington. 9C 20510-0001 

Subject: 'k Federal-Stateloint Board on Universal Service C%@ocket 96-45 

9ear Senator Clinton: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Cbmmissions' (FCQ position to change the Universal 
Serviee Fund (U8.F) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, m y  friends, family 
and neighbors, wiil be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

'Ps you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. people who use more pay more into the system. if the 
FCC changes that system to a fiat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund  as someone who uses zero minutes of long dislanee a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so. 

fl flat fee lax could cause many low-volume long distance users. like students, prepaid wireless users. senior citizens 
and low-ineome residential and rural consumers, to give up Ihgir phon@ due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USFfrom high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In 
addition, i t  would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across flmerica. 
The Kpep USF Fair Foalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the US5 issue with monthly newsletters 
and up to date information on their website, including links to FCCinfonnation. While i am aware that federal law does 
not require companies to recover. or "pass along'' these fees to their customers, the reality is that they do. fls a 
consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a number8 taxed, m y  service will cost more. flnd 
accqrding to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCCofficials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system 
soon and without legislation. 

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to m y  community. I request you 
pass along m y  concerns to the f X o n  m y  behaif, letting them know how a flat fee tw could disproportionately affect 
those in your constituency 

Thank you for your continued work and i look forward lo hearing about your position on this matter. 

&neerely, 

Nick G 

ce: 
The Federal Communications Cbmmission 
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Senator Mitch MeConnell 
U.S. Senate 
361.75 Russell Senate Office Building 
Washington, TIC 20510-0001 

Subject: Re: Federal-Stateloint Board on Universal Service CC9oclcet 36-45 

Wear Senator McConnell: 

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Cbmmunications Commissions' (FCQ position to change the Universal 
Service Fund (USV collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, m y  friends, family 
and neighbors. will be negatively impacted by the unfair change propoaed by the FCC. 

fls you know. USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. people who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCCchanges that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who us@ one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month. 
Constituents who use their limited resources wiaely should not be penalized for doing so. 

fi flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students. prepaid Wireless users, senior citizens 
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USf from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In 
addition, i t  would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across Tlmeriea. 
The Kpep U H  $air Coalition, of which I am a member. keep5 me informed about the US$ issue with monthly newsletters 
and up to date information on their website, including links to PCZinfonation. While I am aware that federal law does 
not require companies lo recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers. the reality is that they do. Tls a 
consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the TCZgoes to a numbers taxed. my service will cost more. find 
according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top VCCoffieials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system 
soon and without legislation. 

I will conlinue to monitor developments on the is5ue and continue lo spread the word to m y  community. I request you 
pass along m y  concerns to the VCCon my behalf. letting them know how8 flat fee tax could disproportionately affect 
those in your eonstitueney. 

Thank you for your continued work and I look foward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Cbtteen Wallace 

cc' 
The Federal Cbmmunications Commission 



November 2,2005 303 'Wl 

Senator evan Bayh 
U S .  Senate 
463 Russell 6enate Office Building 
Washington. 9 C  20510-0001 

Subjeet: Re: Federal-Slate Joint Board on Universal Service %'Bockel 96-45 

Sear Senator 3ayh  

I have serious eoncerns regarding lhe federai Communications Commissions' ( F a  position to change the Universal 
Service Fund (USfl collection method to a monlhly flal lee. Many of your constituents, including me, m y  friends, family 
and neighbors, will he negatively impacled by the unfair change proposed by the FCC. 

73s you know. USf is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the 
FCCchanges that sys tem to a flat fea that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long 
distance, pays the same amounl inlo lhefund as someone who uses zero minules oj long distance a month. 
Conslituenls who use their limited resources wisely should not he penalizedfor doing so. 

73 jlat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students. prepaid wireless users, 6enior cilizens 
and low-ineome residential and rural consumers, lo give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on 
their bills. Shifting Ihe junding burden of the USffrom high volume lo low-volume users is radical and unnecessary. In 
addition, i t  would have a highly detrimental effect on small businmses all across flmerica. 
The Keep U&F Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the US$ issue with monthly newsletters 
and up to date informalion on lheir websile. including links to FCXinformation. While I am aware that federal law does 
not require eompanies to recover. or "pass a1ong"thesefees to their customers, the reality is that they do. fls a 
consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairiy. If the FCCgoes to a numbers taxed, m y  service will cost more. end 
according to the Coalilion's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the TCChas plans to change to a flal fee system 
soon and without legislation. 

I will continue lo monitor develbpments on the issue and continue to spread the word to m y  community. I request you 
pass along my concerns lo the FCC on m y  behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tw could disproportionately affect 
those in your constiluency. 

Thank you jor your eonlinued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

fllan Fawley 

cc' 
The Federal Communicarions Commission 


